1st Note to Reader: This is information that my family, mental health professionals, and other people need to know. They need to know why feeling good is the only source of goodness in my personal life, and why being miserable, unhappy, or apathetic is no way to live or be an artist for me. Also, even though I'm not a professional writer, I think my writing is more than good enough, since my spelling, grammar, punctuation, etc. is mostly just fine. If people refuse to read my writing because it doesn't meet their higher writing standards, then they need to lower their standards, so they can accept and appreciate my writing.

That way, they'd be willing to read it. As long as they don't read it, then they'll never understand why I need my good feelings to make my existence good, and it's this lack of understanding that would render them name calling me and mistreating me. I'm not expecting people to read the vast amount of material I've written. I'm just expecting them to read all the material in this very document. However, my mother and therapist have been willing to read the vast amount of material I've written. But, only very few people would be willing to read all that.

2nd Note To Reader: I've written a ton of material in regards to my philosophy, my goal and dream of composing music, and a few other things that pertain to me and my personal life. All the material I've written adds up to a few books. Now, I don't know how to write a book, and I don't want to learn how to because I don't wish to sell a book. So, all my material is just for me to share to my family, friends, therapist, etc., and not to customers. But, there are still a lot of revisions I need to make to my written material, and there's still a lot of material I need to add in. So, it's still going to take a long time before my work is all finished.

But, I'll continue finishing it later. I've had an emotional trauma that has rendered me mostly not feeling motivated to do my hobbies, which is why I'm not finishing my work, playing video games, or pursuing my composing dream right now. My goal is to fully recover from this trauma, and I'll continue listening to relaxing music in order to speed up my recovery. There are also other techniques that might speed up my recovery, such as EMDR. I'm not sure how long it's going to take until I'm fully recovered.

But, once I'm fully recovered, then I should be in the mood, throughout the day, to do my hobbies, and that's when I'll do them throughout the day. Actually, I'm just going to do one hobby, which is my composing hobby. That means I'm not going to finish my written work or play video games. I'm currently a complete beginner to composing, and I'm only composing rubbish tunes. I need to learn how to compose, and it's going to take a while before I'm a skilled composer.

My goal as a composer is to create compositions that express the feelings I want to express, and I'm sure many people would praise such music because the feelings I wish to express are powerful, profound, awesome, bizarre, and otherworldly. I used to watch anime, and I think it's the otherworldly, supernatural elements in these shows that have inspired me to compose such music. Of course, right now, I can't be inspired because I can't feel inspired, due to this emotional trauma.

But, once I'm fully recovered from this trauma, and compose such music someday, then I'll share it to my family, therapist, people on online forums, etc. But, if I learn how to compose, and it turns out that I just don't have the talent to create compositions that express the feelings I want to express, then I'll just give up composing, and finish my written work. If it turns out that I do have this talent, then it's only when I grow tired of composing that I'll go back to my writing hobby, and finish my written work. Once my work is finished, then I'll go back to my video game hobby.

Since I'm not going to finish my written work right now, then I'll just give you a sample of my philosophy to read, which is a finished work. This sample has been taken from the very beginning of my philosophy document (which is a very long document). When I've finished all my work, and it turns out this sample needed some revisions, and/or more things added to it, then I'll have you read all my work, along with this sample again (which has been revised, and/or has more material added to it). Anyway, here's the sample:

It's Not The Thought That Counts. It's The Emotion That Counts

Introduction

This is my philosophy I'd like to share to others. These are my personal views, and I'm not expecting anyone to agree with them. I've had many miserable, devastating struggles throughout my life, and this is everything I've learned from these struggles. What I've learned is different than what most people would learn because my personal experience has taught me that living such a miserable existence is no way to live or be an artist, even if you were a miserable, genius artist who was motivated by his misery to create masterpieces throughout his life.

I realize there were famous, genius artists whose misery and other negative emotions (unpleasant emotions) have inspired them to create masterpieces. But, I think life's all about feeling good, and I think that feeling good is the only good thing (well, actually, those things we feel good about are also good, since feeling good about them makes them good. I explain more on this soon enough). Feelings of goodness, also known as good feelings, are perceptions of goodness, which means they're feelings that possess a quality of goodness.

I could say the same thing about feelings of badness and horror. They're perceptions of badness and horror, which means they're feelings that possess bad and horrific qualities. I also explain more on this soon enough. Good, bad, and horrific feelings are intrinsically good, bad, and horrific, and they make things in our lives good, bad, and horrific, which means these feelings aren't the only good, bad, and horrific things. But, just to shorten things up for convenience sake, I sometimes say these feelings are the only good, bad, and horrific things throughout my philosophy document.

As for feelings of happiness, anger, love, etc., we require them in order to be happy, angry, loving, etc. They're feelings that possess happy, angry, loving, etc. qualities. Anyway, since feeling good is the only good thing in life, then if you're someone who's miserable, unhappy, or even apathetic, then that's no way to live or be an artist, an athlete, a boxer, a parent, etc. As long as you don't have your positive emotions (pleasant emotions), then your existence can't be good, valuable, precious, awesome, or beautiful. Neither could you love, be happy, enjoy anything, or be sexually aroused.

Until my personal experience says otherwise, this is the philosophy I'll always have. I've actually had this philosophy my entire life, and my miserable, unhappy, and apathetic struggles have only served to strengthen/reinforce this philosophy. I'm 32 years old now (at the time of writing this), and it could be the case that my philosophy will never change to a different one, no matter how hard I try to change it. I disagree with any philosophy that opposes mine, and anyone's efforts to convert me to such a philosophy will be futile.

It would be no different than me trying to convert someone to my philosophy, when that person disagrees with it. If I tried every possible method to convert him to my philosophy, then that won't work. So, if I, or anyone else, tries every possible method to convert me to a different philosophy, then that won't work either. I'll say one more thing here. In my philosophy document, I address as many questions, responses, and objections as possible that people have in regards to my philosophy, and I also give a lot of support for my philosophy.

As a matter of fact, there are people who have the same philosophy as mine, and also support their view that emotions (such as feelings of panic from being in dangerous situations, feelings of rage, love, hate, sadness, beauty, horror, peace, etc.) are the only fear, rage, love, hate, sadness, beauty, horror, peace, etc. Everything I explain is spoken from my own personal experience, and, like I said, there are people who have the same views as me.

Defining Good And Bad

I'd like to clarify what I mean by good and bad. If Seth was chronically apathetic, Dan came up to him, and said: "Yes, you lived an apathetic existence. But, you did something good by helping others and making contributions to humanity," then if Seth replied: "It was nothing good or bad because I was apathetic. Neither was there anything good or bad in my life," then Seth is implying that helping others and contributing to humanity didn't matter, since he said it was nothing good or bad. He'd also be implying that nothing mattered in his life. So, when something's good or bad, that means it matters.

According to my view, in order for anything to be good, bad, beautiful, disgusting, tragic, valuable, precious, worthwhile, etc., it must matter. But, it's possible for something to matter, but not be good, bad, etc. For example, if fancy things mattered to Nate, he might see them as nothing either good, bad, etc., since they're just shallow, trivial things in his eyes. So, for him, fancy things would matter, but wouldn't be good, bad, etc. What might be good in his eyes would be being there for others who need him, making new discoveries and inventions, etc. What might be bad in his eyes would be the harming and torturing of others.

Even if I somehow intensified his perception of fancy things as mattering, they still wouldn't be good, bad, etc. in his eyes. Sure, they'd matter to him more because, by perceiving something as mattering, and intensifying that perception (mental state), that thing would matter more. It would be like how intensifying the perception of beauty would make something more beautiful in the eyes of an individual. But, no matter how much I intensified Nate's perception, that will never result in those fancy things being good, bad, etc. in his eyes. So, intensity isn't the factor that makes things good, bad, etc. It's profoundness.

When Nate saw other things, besides fancy things, as good, that means those other things mattered to him more profoundly (more deeply). So, they were the better things in his eyes. The harming and torturing of others also mattered to him more profoundly than those fancy things, since he saw that as bad. So, that would've mattered to him profoundly in comparison to the way those fancy things mattered to him, and it would've been the worse thing in his eyes. Fancy things only mattered to him in a shallow way, which is why they were nothing good, bad, etc. in his eyes.

So, if I continued to gradually increase the profoundness of Nate's perception of fancy things as mattering, then they should now be good, bad, etc. in his eyes. If there was somehow a way I could do it, I could increase that profoundness in a positive way, which would make him see those fancy things as either good, awesome, beautiful, magnificent, etc., or I could increase the profoundness in a negative way, which would make him see them as either bad, horrible, disgusting, tragic, horrific, etc. So, when someone perceives (sees) something as good, bad, etc., that's the same thing as saying he perceives it as profoundly mattering.

Therefore, I define good, bad, etc. as: "What profoundly matters." Actually, that definition is incomplete because it doesn't explain the difference between good, bad, etc. For example, if what profoundly matters is good, and what profoundly matters is also bad, then someone might ask what's the difference between good and bad then, given that they have the exact same definition. So, I'd have to reveal that difference with this definition: "What profoundly matters in a pleasant or unpleasant way."

When a person acts as though something's either good, beautiful, awesome, magnificent, precious, etc., not only does he act as though that thing profoundly matters, but he acts as though it pleasantly matters, since he'd display a positive attitude (and positive attitudes are expressions of pleasure, such as good feelings). So, his tone of expression would be profound and pleasant. Likewise, when a person acts as though something's either bad, disgusting, horrible, tragic, horrific, etc., he acts as though it profoundly and unpleasantly matters. So, his tone of expression would be profound and unpleasant.

But, if a psychopath acknowledges something as bad, such as harming others, while acting as though it's something that profoundly and pleasantly matters, then he's actually acting as though it's a good, beautiful, etc. thing. The same idea applies to people acknowledging certain things as good, and acting as though they profoundly and unpleasantly matter. These people would be acting as though they're bad, disgusting, etc. things. Now, if someone was being enslaved, and he exclaimed in a profound, unpleasant, angry tone:

"I need to be set free because that's a good thing," then he wouldn't be acting as though being set free is a bad, disgusting, etc. thing. He'd instead be acting as though his enslavement is bad, disgusting, etc. because that's what he's so angry about. But, all things in this world, including slavery and freedom, don't matter by themselves. That means they're nothing good, bad, etc. by themselves. We make them good, bad, etc. by perceiving them as good, bad, etc. But, without our emotions, we're apathetic, regardless of what mindset we have, which means nothing can matter to us, which means nothing could matter in our eyes.

That means nothing could be good, bad, etc. in our eyes, which means we couldn't perceive anyone or anything as good, bad, etc. So, without our emotions, nobody and nothing could be good, bad, etc. in our personal lives (mental universes). Not even our own selves. Actually, if we were apathetic (emotionless), I think we could still perceive people and things as mattering. But, we wouldn't be able to perceive them as mattering to us, since they couldn't matter to us. So, it's possible for an emotionless person to perceive something as good or bad.

But, he couldn't perceive that thing as personally good or bad (as profoundly mattering to him in a pleasant or unpleasant way). Now, I just said earlier that perceiving things as good, bad, etc. makes them such. So, one might conclude that things can still be good, bad, etc. in the lives of emotionless people, since they can still perceive them as good, bad, etc. But, that wouldn't be so because it's only when we perceive things as personally good, bad, etc. that they become good, bad, etc., and it's only when we perceive things as personally, shallowly mattering in pleasant or unpleasant ways that they become such.

Imagine if there was an emotionless person, he helped humanity and contributed to the world, and perceived his deeds as good. It would be absurd to say his deeds were good, given the fact they couldn't matter to him. If an emotionless person lost a family member, and he perceived his loss as horrific or tragic, then it would be absurd to say his loss was horrific or tragic, given that his loss couldn't matter to him. If an emotionless person perceived an item as shallowly mattering, then it would be absurd to say that item shallowly mattered in his life, since it couldn't shallowly matter to him.

So, like I said, we need to perceive people and things as personally good, bad, etc., or personally, shallowly mattering in order for them to be such, and that perception would be an emotional state. Also, throughout this document, instead of saying: "Perceiving people and things as personally good, bad, etc.," I say: "Perceiving people and things as +good, bad, etc.," just to shorten it up. When that + symbol isn't there, then that means perceiving them as good, bad, etc., independently of our emotions.

Since perceiving them as +mattering (personally mattering/mattering to us) is an emotional state, then that means our emotions are mental states where people and things matter to us. So, when someone or something matters to us, that's an emotional state, and it can't be any other state. Therefore, it can only be our emotions that make people and things matter to us, which means we must feel an emotion in regards to someone or something in order for that person or thing to matter to us.

Our emotions make people and things matter to us in pleasantly or unpleasantly shallow ways, or pleasantly or unpleasantly profound ways. Our positive emotions (pleasant emotions) make them matter to us in pleasant ways, which means our positive emotions are perceptions of them as pleasantly mattering to us. If we felt positive emotions that were perceptions of them as +good, beautiful, etc., then that means those positive emotions were perceptions of them as profoundly and pleasantly mattering to us.

Thus, those positive emotions would've been profound and pleasant feelings. That means they possessed profound and pleasant qualities. Likewise, our negative emotions (unpleasant emotions) make people and things matter to us in unpleasant ways. This view that nothing can matter to us or trouble us if we're emotionless is actually a popular view that some agree with, and some disagree with. There are a couple of articles that express this view, and I'll present the links to them below:

"What if humans had no emotions" by Cassidy:

http://philosophy.talons43.ca/2015/11/13/what-if-humans-had-no-emotions/

"Is reason the slave of the passions?" by Baggini and Jenkins:

https://www.prospectmagazine.co.uk/magazine/is-reason-the-slave-of-the-passions-philosophy-hume

I'm going to quote something from that 2nd article: "If someone lacks this basic emotional capacity, no rational argument could persuade them that increased welfare is a good thing." This quote is saying an emotionless person can't be convinced that increased welfare profoundly and pleasantly matters, which is implying increased welfare can't profoundly and pleasantly matter to him. So, according to this quote, if everyone was rendered emotionless, nobody would be convinced that anything is good, bad, etc., since nothing could matter to them.

That must really mean nothing would be good, bad, etc., which means it's our emotions that make things good, bad, etc. Well, actually, there are emotionless people who realize nothing can matter to them, but are still convinced there are good, bad, etc. things in this world. For example, they'd still believe that, if they helped others, that would be a good thing. But, it wouldn't be a good thing, and they'd be delusional and in denial. So, it's those emotionless people who are convinced nothing is good, bad, etc. who are the enlightened ones.

They realize the truth that nothing can be good, bad, etc. without emotions. But, if an emotionless person was undecided if things are still good, bad, etc., then he'd neither be delusional nor enlightened. He'd just be ignorant. As for me, even though I'm currently not emotionless, I'm enlightened because I already realize, based upon my personal experience, that nothing can be good, bad, etc. in my personal life without my emotions.

Here's one more link, in case anyone is interested:

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/hume-moral/

These articles express the view that we'd have no passion or interest without our emotions, and that we couldn't experience fear (such as anxiety or panic), sexual arousal, happiness, sadness, love, etc. There were many moments in my life where I wasn't in the mood to do certain tasks. I felt nothing about them, and I could clearly tell I was apathetic in regards to them, regardless of what mindset I had. I had the mindset that they still mattered to me. But, they still didn't matter to me.

Trying to make them matter to me through my mindset alone, when I'm unable to feel any emotion in regards to them, would be no different than trying to make myself sleepy, hungry, thirsty, or mentally fatigue through my mindset alone, when I'm unable to feel sleepy, hungry, thirsty, or mentally fatigue. It's just not going to work. Sure, I still did those tasks anyway. So, even though there were moments where I wasn't in the mood to take the trash out, or feed and water the cats, I still did so anyway. But, that doesn't mean those tasks actually mattered to me.

I had no motivation to do them. Being motivated to do a certain task always means said task matters to you. So, if you were motivated to write a letter, then that means writing that letter mattered to you. Since nothing matters to us without our emotions, then that means emotionless people can't be motivated to do anything. Neither can they have passion for anything. But, they can still do tasks anyway. So, a lethargic, apathetic person can have the will to get out of bed and go to work, and he can get his job completely done through sheer will alone. But, he wouldn't have been motivated to do so, since doing so didn't matter to him.

That means there's a difference between will and motivation. Since he just had will, and no motivation, then he'd basically be going through the motions of life, or "dragging himself along through life" (i.e., he'd metaphorically be playing out a dull, gray movie). Therefore, when I do certain tasks, or when I act interested in certain things, don't automatically jump to the conclusion that they mattered to me. You must consider my inner experience because, on the inside, I might be apathetic in regards to them. In other words, it's about what's on the inside, and you shouldn't judge what's on the outside.

So, if I always felt suicidal, and never felt like getting psychological help, but didn't commit suicide and got help, then you shouldn't jump to the false conclusion that getting help mattered to me, and that committing suicide didn't matter to me. As a matter of fact, I've had a lot of negative emotions throughout my life, including suicidal feelings. Even though there were many moments where I felt suicidal, and didn't feel like getting help, I obviously didn't commit suicide (since I'm still alive), and neither did I ever attempt to. I also got the help I needed.

If people judged me at first glance, based upon what they saw on the outside, then they would've believed I was someone who wasn't feeling suicidal, and was doing well. But, they would've been deceived. Therefore, what's on the outside doesn't always tell us the truth. For example, robots and insects act like people and things matter to them. They display acts, tones, and expressions that emotional people would display, such as running, attacking, vigorously performing tasks, etc.

But, on the inside, nothing matters to them because they have no emotions. Neither do they have consciousness. It's quite obvious to me, based upon my personal experience, that I need my emotions to make people and things matter to me, regardless of what conclusions others draw, based upon their judgments of my acts, tones, or expressions. So, not only do those articles support this view that we're apathetic without our emotions, but my personal experience also supports this view.

I'm quite sure the personal experiences of many other people would also support this view. If you want an example of how our emotions are mental states where people and things matter to us, then here it is. If someone was feeling angry about a certain situation, I asked him to act out on that feeling (express it), and he did so, then he'd act angry about that situation. From there, I'd say to him: "You sure act as though that situation matters to you. So, that must mean your feeling of anger makes that situation matter to you, even when you're not expressing that feeling."

Here's another example. There are people who are unable to feel emotions practically 24/7. They display a flat (apathetic) expression. That's because nothing matters to them, and they even say that nothing matters to them. But, there are emotionless people who display expressions that emotional people would display, which would be akin to robots and insects displaying emotional expressions. Emotionless people display these emotional expressions because they're obviously not expressing their inner apathy. People sometimes don't express their inner experience.

For example, there are tough, strong-minded people who don't give into their emotional state. If they're feeling very angry, they don't act out on that anger. They act calm, when they're really not calm on the inside. Likewise, there are emotionless people who don't give into their inner apathy. They act like people and things matter to them very much, when that's not the case. As a matter of fact, there are emotionless people who falsely believe people and things matter to them. Perhaps this false belief stems from them just getting work done, and not giving into their inner apathy.

It would also be because of their ignorance of emotions. They don't realize it can only be their emotions that make people and things matter to them. Sure, the moment they first became emotionless, they might've given into their apathy, and said nothing mattered to them. But, over time, they just persevered in life, and deluded themselves into believing people and things matter to them now with no need for their emotions. With that being said, I'll say a last few things here.

Beauty, awesomeness, value, worth, etc. without the good is less profound, which makes good better (more profound). So, if something was +beautiful in the eyes of an individual, but nothing +good, then that means it wasn't as profound as something that was +good in his eyes. Likewise, horror, tragedy, disgust, etc. without the bad is less profound, which makes bad worse (more profound). But, if something just mattered in a shallow way, then that's not as profound as something being beautiful, tragic, or disgusting.

Now, if there was, for example, beauty, then intensifying it wouldn't transform it into goodness, and intensifying tragedy wouldn't transform it into badness. But, making beauty and tragedy more profound would transform them into goodness and badness. So, when something's profoundly beautiful or profoundly tragic, then it's good or bad. It would actually be beautifully good or tragically bad because, by saying they're just good or bad, then that would be eliminating the beauty or tragedy.

There's beautiful goodness (which is beauty and goodness combined into one). Then, there's just plain goodness. Likewise, there's tragic badness, and there's just plain badness. The more profound and intense plain goodness or beautiful goodness is, the more of that goodness there is. The same idea applies to bad. But, if the profoundness and intensity was decreased, then that means there'd be less of it. As a matter of fact, if just the profoundness continued to be decreased, then it would cease to exist.

But, if, for example, there was beautiful goodness, and the profoundness was increased to make it very profound, then I think it would become amazing or magnificent, beautiful goodness. If it was just plain goodness that had its profoundness increased to make it very profound, I think it would become amazing or magnificent goodness. If there was tragic badness, and the profoundness was increased to make it very profound, then I think it would become horrible or horrendous, tragic badness. The same thing applies to plain badness.

Lastly, love, happiness, anger, fear, etc. can only be emotional states, which means they're always states where people and things matter to us. For example, loving someone, or being happy or sad about something, always means that person or thing matters to us. But, it's possible for someone or something to matter to us, but we don't love that person or thing, we're not happy or sad about that person or thing, etc. Love, hate, etc. are more profound than someone or something mattering to us in a shallow way because, when we love or hate someone or something, then that person or thing matters to us more profoundly.

So, loving or hating someone or something means this person or thing matters to us in a loving way (a profound and pleasant way), or a hateful way (a profound and unpleasant way). But, when love, hate, etc. continue to have their profoundness gradually increased, then they become loving goodness, hateful badness, happy goodness, sad badness, etc. So, for example, with loving goodness (love and goodness combined into one), a person would matter to us in both a loving way and a good way. That means we'd love that person and see him as +good at the same time.

As for peace, it can only be a positive emotion because, when a person is in a state of peace, that means someone or something matters to him in a peaceful way (a profound and pleasant way). There are people who say, when they die and forever cease to exist, they'd be at peace. But, they wouldn't be because peace is a mental state (an emotional state), and they wouldn't have emotions when they're dead. Unless, of course, they're souls that survive bodily death. As souls, they have emotions, which means they can feel peace.

There are also people, such as my mother, who'd say, if they were in a state of emotional suffering one moment, but became apathetic the next moment as a means of escape from their suffering, that this apathy would be a state of peace for them. But, again, it wouldn't be because apathy is an emotionless state, and peace is an emotional state. There are also Buddhists who say they're at peace through their meditation, even when they're not feeling peace. These Buddhists don't know what peace is because they think it's a non-emotional state, when it's not.

Other Definitions Of Good And Bad

There are definitions of good and bad online. Here's a definition of good from the online dictionary: Having the qualities required for a particular role (example: "the schools here are good"). A definition of bad online would be poor skills (example: "He is bad at playing sports"). Now, going by my definition of good and bad, when a person feels good or bad about something (perceives something as +good or +bad), it's for a reason. That reason would be explained by one of those definitions of good and bad online.

So, that person would be perceiving it as +good or +bad because it has qualities required for a particular role, because it's a poor skill set, etc. Also, my philosophy says that good and bad don't exist in the absence of our emotions. If I said they did, according to the online definitions of them, then other people might respond: "Hey, there are still good things in life without our emotions. So, we can be emotionless and live for something good!"

Such an attitude implies that things still matter without our emotions. These people might still have such an attitude, even if I said to them that nothing matters without our emotions. So, that's why my philosophy says good and bad don't exist at all without our emotions. Of course, without our emotions, things would still possess qualities required for a particular role, people would still possess poor skills, things would still be right or wrong (actually, right and wrong are subjective), etc.

But, like I said, without our emotions, nothing would be good or bad. As for love, hate, beauty, horror, etc., my philosophy says they don't exist either without our emotions. If, for example, I said we could still love people and things without our emotions, according to an online definition of love, then people might act as though people and things can still matter to us without our emotions. So, that's why my philosophy says love doesn't exist at all without our emotions.

My Philosophy Advocates Both Objective Good And Bad, And Subjective Good And Bad

Some people say good and bad are objective, while others say they're subjective, and that's a heated debate because it's debated as to whether people and things objectively or subjectively matter. But, my philosophy says good and bad are both objective and subjective. Here's why. My philosophy says that feeling good is the absolute good, which means feeling good is objectively good. In other words, if there are people who disagree that feeling good is good, then they'd be wrong (incorrect) to think so. They'd be in denial of the fact that feeling good is objectively good, and there are people who are in denial of objective truths (facts).

For example, when it comes to Flat Earth believers, so many people laugh at them and say they're in denial of the obvious fact that the Earth is round. Feeling good is objectively good because the only goodness that exists is the +goodness we perceive (feel), which means feeling good is good for its own sake. Feeling good is a good experience in of itself, which means good feelings are intrinsically good. Now, when it comes to events, places, objects, deeds, etc., my philosophy says these things are subjectively good because they're nothing good by themselves, and each individual determines what event, place, etc. is good by feeling good about it.

Different people will feel good about different things, which means what's good for one individual won't be good for another. Even the idea (thought) of feeling good can't be good for an individual who doesn't feel good about it. So, ideas, events, places, etc. are subjectively good and bad, and feelings of goodness and badness themselves are objectively good and bad. The same idea applies to beauty, horror, tragedy, etc. Therefore, seeking good feelings isn't objectively good, since that's an endeavor, and endeavors aren't objectively good, bad, etc., according to my philosophy. As for love, happiness, wanting, liking, disliking, valuing, fear, sadness, etc., they're objectively emotional.

But, a person could, for example, feel sad or frightened about a certain situation, which would make it a sad or frightening situation for him. So, that means sadness and fear are objectively emotional, which means feelings of sadness and fear are objectively sad and frightening, and events, situations, etc. are subjectively sad and frightening. Another example is that a person could value something (have a feeling of value in regards to something. Feelings of value can only be positive emotions, by the way). This feeling would make that thing valuable for that individual. So, that means value is objectively emotional, and events, situations, etc. are subjectively valuable.

The Highest Good

If I somehow had the most profound, intense, pleasant emotional experience possible, then that would be the best possible thing. It would be the highest good because, when someone or something matters to you in the most profound, intense, pleasant way possible, then that's the best thing. Life can't get any better than that. It's the ultimate mental state one can be in, and it would be the best blissful state possible. Likewise, the most profound, intense, unpleasant emotional experience possible would be the worst possible thing, and it would be the worst suffering possible. These emotional states would be the best and worst things, regardless of the consequences or benefits.

So, if achieving the best possible bliss had the consequence of harming ourselves and others, then that wouldn't make that bliss bad. That bliss would still be the best thing. Likewise, if achieving the worst emotional state possible had the benefit of transforming us into geniuses who are able to create artistic masterpieces, and make new discoveries, then that wouldn't make that emotional state good. That emotional state would still be the worst thing. But, it's possible for bad to result from good, and good to result from bad. So, if a person achieved the best possible bliss (the highest/best good), he could feel very bad as a result of that bliss.

If another person achieved the worst emotional state possible (the worst bad), he could feel very good as a result of it. So, in one given moment, these people had the best good and the worst bad, but then had a lot of badness and goodness the next moment as a result. By the way, the best good and the worst bad could be the most profound, intense, beautiful goodness, happy goodness, etc., or tragic badness, horrific badness, etc. Lastly, if someone, for example, feels good, and feels bad about that good feeling, then that bad feeling doesn't make that good feeling bad. So, the good feeling itself is still good because it's objectively good. It's the idea of feeling good that becomes bad for him.